‘study, of based simply on coke oven emiss;ens which

‘Although pe

Ecology and Envlronment, Inc. (E&E), Carl Braman, and me nega
evaluation of Indiana Harbor works under Superfund.. E&E is v
V's cantraatar for th;s WOIR. L

management p actices (hazardous4
also be 1n3tall":- -

3 :,éy'by Ihlanﬁ steel. Hess'may'be maklng his ass
benzo—a—pyrene (BAP) emissions which were used as a tra

U S¢ EPA, 1n a generic sense, as -

xt is 11kely-that the evaluatlon will also focus atte
problems agsogiated with the underground oil pool at. In&mana Harbar.
leum, ‘crude oil, and portions thereof are not, in general,
considered hazard substances for the purposes of Superfunﬂ, we should be
prepared to elaborate on continuing efforts to remedy this particular
gituation.

Prellmlnary objections were raised to both E&E and EPA as to the scope of the
intended evaluation as certain of the facilities in question are regu;

via the Clean Air and- ‘Clean Water Acts. However, ‘it is apparent that
have delegated questionably broad disctetionary latitude to B&E as EV1&enced

- by-the enclosed letters of introduction which indicate E&E's authorization to

determine compliance under RCRA and the Clean Water Act in addition to thELI
responsibilities under Superfund (Attachment I1I). However, it's clear that
a formal response to EPA is needed in order to obtain a reasonable scope of
study. Accordingly, & meeting has been scheduled with the Law Department to
develop such a response.
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